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January 29, 1997

Mr. Joseph Joyce
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

U. S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro
P. O. Box 95001

Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

Re: U. S. EPA Comments On Aquifer Test Report, Soil Vapor Extraction Pilot Test Report- Site
24, Air-Sparging Pilot Test Report Site 24, MCAS El Toro, California

Dear Mr. Joyce:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above referenced
documents and our comments are attached to this cover letter. Please note that EPA has no

comments on the Soil Vapor Extraction Pilot Test Report other than it is acceptable.

If you have any questions, please fee free to contact me at (415) 744-2210.

Sincerely,

Glenn R. Kistner

Project Manager

Attachment

cc: Tayseer Mahmoud, DTSC
Larry Vitale, RWQCB
Andy Piszkin, NFEC SWDIV
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SUBJECT: Review of Aquifer Test Report, Soil Vapor Extraction Pilot Test
Report-Site 24, Air-Sparging Pilot Test Report Site 24, MCAS EL Toro

TO: Glenn Kistner, RPM
Superfund Navy Section

From: Herbert Levine, Hydrogeologist ___ __.'_--c__-_
Technical Support Team

Aquifer Test Report

1. The pump testat 24EX1 isnotconsideredto be valid (fordeterminingaquifer
parameters) due to the shortpumping time. The assumptionthat a boundarycondition
wasmet is wrong,sinceneithera no-flowor rechargeboundarywas encountered.The
Navyhas correctlyidentifiedsiteheterogeneitiesas influencingflow inthe vicinityof
24EX1. The Navyshouldhave consideredthese twotests at 24EXl to be step testand
lower the pumpingrate accordinglyand conductthe test for a longertimeduration. A
longertest (severaldays to weeks)wouldallowfor flowto the well throughthe
heterogeneities.

2. The pump testat 24EX2 appears to be moresuccessfulin that it seems like the early
time data are approachingsteadystate. However,the drawdowncurvenever shows
the delayed responseof gravitydrainage. FigureF-31 suggestsdeviationfrom steady
state after about 1,050 minutesthroughthe remainderof the test. This emphasizesthe
needfor Iong(er) durationpumpingtests. The time stepfrom 1 to 1,000 minuteswhich
was used forcurve matchingusingthe Neuman methodis representativeof early time
data and if used, shouldbe analyzedusingthe Type-A curve. FigureF-31 used the
Type-B curvewhichis appropriatefor laterdrawdowndatawhen the effectsof gravity
drainagebecomemoresignificant.Since the pumptestwas notconductedlong
enoughto experiencethe effectsof gravitydrainage(see Fig. F-31) it is notappropriate
to use the Type-B curve.



, 3. The comments for 24EX2 apply to the IN1 test as well (see Figure F-37).

Recommendations

I would not recommend that any of these tests be re-run. The impending ground water
pilot study should provide us with more reliable data. The wells with the long screens
(24EX1, 24EX10B, 24EX2 and 24EX20B) might behave as conduits for contaminated
ground water and should be abandoned. The demonstrated effects of heterogeneity on
ground water flow have important implications for yield, and radius of influence which
should not be lost in future efforts.

Air Sparging Report

1. The heterogeneitiesat thissite willbe more than problematicin implementingair
sparging at this site. The lack of observed bubble flux in 09_DBMW45 when 24AS2A
was sparged has significantimplicationsfor radius of influence. The distance between
these wells is22 ft. less thanthe calculatedradius of influence. The 'negative' (or non-
observed)data should be given equalweight of evidence.

2. Due to the site specificheterogeneityand lack of controlon injectedair (and water
movement) EPA can not agree that this is an applicabletechnology.

_,

SVE Report

This report is acceptableand I haveno comments.


